Supportive work relationships effect on child welfare worker\u27s retention by Bombaci, Renee Josephine
California State University, San Bernardino 
CSUSB ScholarWorks 
Theses Digitization Project John M. Pfau Library 
2003 
Supportive work relationships effect on child welfare worker's 
retention 
Renee Josephine Bombaci 
Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.lib.csusb.edu/etd-project 
 Part of the Social Work Commons 
Recommended Citation 
Bombaci, Renee Josephine, "Supportive work relationships effect on child welfare worker's retention" 
(2003). Theses Digitization Project. 2191. 
https://scholarworks.lib.csusb.edu/etd-project/2191 
This Project is brought to you for free and open access by the John M. Pfau Library at CSUSB ScholarWorks. It has 
been accepted for inclusion in Theses Digitization Project by an authorized administrator of CSUSB ScholarWorks. 
For more information, please contact scholarworks@csusb.edu. 
SUPPORTIVE WORK RELATIONSHIPS EFFECT ON
CHILD WELFARE WORKER'S RETENTION
A Proj ect
Presented to the
Faculty of
California State University,
San Bernardino
In Partial Fulfillment
of the Requirements for the Degree
Master of Social Work
by
Renee Josephine Bombaci
June 2003
SUPPORTIVE WORK RELATIONSHIPS EFFECT ON
CHILD WELFARE WORKER'S RETENTION
A Project
Presented to the
Faculty of
California State University,
San Bernardino
by
Renee Josephine Bombaci
June 2003
Approved by:
Janet Chang, Faculty 
ial Work
pervisor
Rosemary McQ 
.W. Research
slin', 
Coordinator
ABSTRACT
The importance of social supports for health and 
well-being are well researched and reported. Social 
supports help in buffering the impact of stressors in 
one's environment. The current study explored the 
importance of social supports in the work environment. The 
hypothesis guiding this analysis was the effect social
t
supports, (namely, co-worker, supervisory, and
administrative supports) had on retention of recently
hired MSW's in the field of child welfare.
The current study applied the person-in-environment
theory to examine the MSW's commitment to child welfare 
(the dependent variable) given perceived support from the 
aforementioned work relationships (the three independent 
variables). Questionnaires were distributed, statewide, to
1700 child welfare services workers, via researchers
through the California Social Work Education Center
(CalSWEC). Aggregate data from the CalSWEC study was
utilized, on 175 MSW's, to conduct the analysis for the
current study.
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CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Throughout their careers, child welfare workers 
experience many demanding situations that generate 
conflict and stress. If not managed productively, conflict
and stress can affect physical health and psychological
well-being, which can lead to changes in self-esteem, job 
dissatisfaction, and declined resiliency (Bobeck, 2002) . A 
statewide shortage of social workers is being experienced
and is expected to get worse in California (O'Neill,
2000). Therefore, the ability to adjust to varied 
situations and increase one's competence in the face of 
adverse conditions (Gordon & Coscarelli, as cited in
Bobeck, 2002; Masten, Best, & Garmezy, 1990) is a critical
element in social worker retention.
Caseworker turnover is an alarming phenomenon in the 
Child Welfare field, but this phenomenon is exacerbated by 
the shortage of social workers nationwide. "The low
percentage of social work graduates choosing child welfare 
services (CWS) as a career, along with agency growth and 
CWS turnover rates, creates a challenging workforce 
problem for agency management" (Daly et al., 2001, p. 6) . 
Co-worker relationships (Amy Cousineau, personal
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communication, March 13, 2002) and supervisory support had 
been identified locally as buffers to job stress and 
subsequent turnover of child welfare workers in a recent 
San Bernardino County Social Worker Satisfaction Survey
(2001). Several studies in other work environments support 
this finding (Barber, 1986; Reagh, 1994; Blau & Lunz,
1998; Cicero-Reese & Clark, 1998; Goldfarb Consultants,
1999; Saks & Ashforth, 2000). Resiliency literature posits 
that resilient people know how to engage others in their 
environment for support (Rubin & Miller, 2000; Strumpfer,
2001).
Problem Statement
Aggressive recruitment and hiring practices are not 
sufficient to fill vacant child welfare positions. 
Retention of qualified Social Workers in the public sector 
must also be recognized as a necessity to ensure case 
coverage and continuity of care. Recruitment problems are 
exacerbated by the national shortage of Social Workers.
The inordinate demand for social workers also adversely 
affects local agencies by having to compete for the same 
employees. Child Welfare Social Workers continue to 
terminate employment at increasingly alarming rates, 
despite increased efforts in child welfare recruitment and
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hiring units (United States General Accounting Office, 
1995; North Carolina Division of Social Services, 2001;
Amy Cousineau, personal communication, March 13, 2002) .
One report by the United States General Accounting 
Office (GAO, 1995), states that "next to funding, staffing
is the most serious issue facing their child welfare
systems" (GAO, 1995, p. 18). In California, "county child 
welfare agencies were found to be grossly understaffed and
inadequately funded in relation to caseload" (California
Department of Social Services, 2000, p. 1).
Daly et al. (2001) found that "caseworkers most
likely to leave were new workers (with less than two years 
employment with the agency) with no previous experience in 
human services. The probability of leaving increased for 
those with master's degrees" (p. 16). "California law 
requires MSW graduates for many CWS positions, but 
counties frequently seek waivers to hire non-MSW's" (Daly 
et al., 2001, p. 12).
Some employees have been able to cope when faced with 
adverse conditions or situations. This resiliency can be 
attributed to supportive networks in the work environment
(Rubin & Miller, 2000). Resilience manifests itself at all 
levels of human functioning (Strumpfer, 2001), but this 
study will focus on the psychological perspective. For
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purposes of the current study, Strumpfer's definition of
resilience will be utilized. Resilience is defined as "a
pattern of psychological activity that consists of a 
motive to be strong in the face inordinate demands, which 
energizes goal-directed behavior to cope and rebound"
(2001, p. 2). Bobeck adds, "resilience development is a
process that occurs over time in the context of
person-environment interactions" (2002, p. 2).
Yankelvich's Partners' (as cited in Ebenkamp, 2002, 
p. 22) found that employees who had formed close bonds 
with their peers responded more favorably to questions 
about job commitment, and 40% had predicted that they 
would be employed at their current company in 10 or more 
years from now. Another 47% felt a sense of belonging with 
their co-workers, with job satisfaction having a high 
correlation for "connected workers." Cyphers (2001, p. 3) 
found that the most common recommendations from exiting 
child welfare workers was "improved supervision, 
management, and staff communication."
The original study had identified "retention" as 
having been employed at a child welfare agency for two or 
more years. For purposes of this study, the same
definition will be utilized for job commitment. This study 
is based on a subset (of 175 MSW-level social workers)
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from the final aggregate data collected from Weaver and 
Chang in April 2001 from 508 child welfare workers in the
state of California.
The Weaver and Chang proposal had measured the 
worker's adjustment to the organization. Weaver stated 
that "those workers who remain on the job are likely to 
engage in certain concrete and measurable behaviors, such 
as establishing extended social and professional networks" 
(as cited in Weaver & Chang, 2000, p. 8). Likert scales 
had been utilized to measure these concepts.
HYPOTHESIS #1: Co-worker relationships will positively
correlate with an MSW's commitment to stay in Child
Welfare field.
HYPOTHESIS #2: Supervisory support will correlate with an
MSW's commitment to stay in Child Welfare.
HYPOTHESIS #3: Administrative support and worker inclusion
will correlate positively with an MSW's commitment to 
stay in Child Welfare.
The current study hoped to reveal the impact of 
supportive relationships and resiliency upon retention of
MSW's in the field of Child Welfare.
The following variables had been identified as 
reasons for leaving in San Bernardino County exit 
interviews (Amy Cousineau, personal communication, March
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13, 2002) and the 2001 Social Worker Satisfaction Survey: 
relationships with co-workers, workload, departmental 
fairness, relationship with court, and increase in support
staff. Relationships with co-workers, and supervisory 
support, and administrative support were the independent 
variables hypothesized to influence the dependent variable 
of commitment to child welfare for purposes of the current
study.
Demographic data collected consisted of the
employee's age, ethnicity, gender, type of job prior to 
child welfare employment, and how many years the employee 
had been in a child welfare field prior to their current 
job (eg. Title IV-E students).
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the current study was to clarify the 
importance of social relationships in the child welfare 
work setting, and its influence on retention of social 
workers in Child Welfare agencies. Data had been gathered 
by the California Social Work Education Center, University 
of California-Berkeley, in a 2-year state-funded study,
entitled "The Retention of California's Child Welfare
Workers" (Weaver & Chang, 2000). Only data specific to 
co-worker, supervisory, and administrative support was
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extracted to examine a relationship between child welfare 
worker's support systems and their commitment to child
welfare.
The current study was based upon a subset of 
aggregate data collected by Weaver and Chang (2000), that
took into consideration new hires in child welfare from
April 2000 to April 2001, in 57 California counties (with 
the exception of Los Angeles County). Participants were 
surveyed from July 2001 to December 2001 so that each 
subject completed a questionnaire after being on the job 
from six to fifteen months. The sample consisted of those 
child welfare personnel who had either already voluntarily 
terminated employment or were currently employed with the 
Department of Children's Services in California counties. 
The subset of the aggregate data consisted of those child 
welfare workers possessing an MSW degree.
This study does not hope to replicate prior study's 
results on worker satisfaction, rather various variables 
(co-worker relations, supervisory relations, administrator 
relations, and MSW' s level of commitment) were extracted
from aggregate data in the state study to conduct an 
analysis on child welfare worker retention (Weaver &
Chang, 2 000) .
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Significance of the Project 
for Social Work
This study is relevant to County Child Welfare 
agencies, in that the findings may be better able to 
prepare Child Welfare organizations with the retention of \ 
experienced Social Workers at the MSW level. Equipped with'
data collected statewide on child welfare workers
providing direct service, counties can further develop 
their efforts at more creative and expansive strategic <
plan to sustain employees.
Child welfare agencies often consider factors outside 
of the agency (child care/family needs, market demand, 
etc.) to explain employee turnover, when in fact, these 
may have little influence on an employee's decision to 
leave. The shortage of social workers, nationally, is 
surely an influential external factor affecting the high 
turnover of Child Welfare caseworkers. However, co-worker 
relationships and supervisory and administrative support 
within the agency may prove to be equally important and
influential.
According to San Bernardino County statistics (Amy 
Cousineau, personal communication, March 13, 2002), the 
Department of Children's Services (DCS) currently employs 
358 Social Service Practitioners (SSP's), a position
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requiring an MSW degree, or a BSW and one year of
Department of Children's Services case experience. SSP's 
account for 71% of the case-carrying social workers 
employed by the agency; the remaining 29% account for 
non-Masters level/experienced social workers employed by 
San Bernardino County.
Standards identified in Senate Bill 2030 optimally
recommend employment of 697 SSP's, 578 SSP's if minimum
standards are to be met, at any given time. Best
practices, however, suggest an even higher number of 908, 
almost tripling the number of SSP's employed in San 
Bernardino County to ensure proper caseload coverage, and 
to meet state and federal guidelines for service delivery 
The suggestions within the Senate Bill (SB 2030), 
encouraging counties to decrease caseload size appears to 
be a predicament that Child Welfare agencies Cannot 
address unless they can retain enough qualified social 
work staff to meet caseload standards of any kind. 
Retention strategies based on this study's findings may 
serve to reverse the detrimental effects of high staff 
turnover in social welfare agencies.
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CHAPTER TWO
LITERATURE REVIEW
Introduction
The literature review included searches into the
following subject areas: job satisfaction, employee/staff 
turnover, child welfare, employee recruitment and 
retention, Child Protective Services employees, 
professional employees, Senate Bill 2030 workload study, 
human resources, organizational communication, 
organizational management, personnel management, 
industrial management, labor turnover, human service 
personnel, person-in-environment theory, adaptation, 
supportive networks, social supports, and resiliency.
Retention Across the Nation
The literature review revealed many national reports 
recommending innovative strategies for change in retention
of child welfare workers. Much of the child welfare
research has focused solely on job satisfaction, with 
little regard for how this helps to retain employees. Many 
of the studies revealed how loss of employees led to 
uncovered caseloads, discontinuity of care, and
administrative costs (Barber, 1986; Cascio, 1991; Graef &
Amig, 2000; Pecora as cited in Cicero-Reese & Clark, 1998;
10
Samantrai, 1992; Winefield & Barlow, 1995), while others 
cite decreased morale for employees who remain (Sheehan, 
1993). Theory and research suggest that supportive
networks serve as a buffer to stressful life events or
situations (Hill as cited in Barber, 1986; Bobeck, 2002;
McCubbin & Patterson, 1982, 1983; Rubin & Miller, 2000) .
This theory was tested with reference to the retention of 
child welfare workers and supportive work relationships in
the current study.
Senate Bill 2030 (1998) included recommendations for 
Child Welfare agencies to improve their efforts at 
recruiting and retaining their employees. Recommendations 
included ,a strategic plan to decrease caseloads, address 
staffing issues, maintain best practices, and address 
workload issues. A component of the strategic plan was to 
address the shortage of Social Workers in the public 
sector by utilizing more aggressive recruitment and 
retention techniques, and to increase the number of people 
interested and qualified in the public Child Welfare
system. Child Welfare agencies were forced to take a more
serious look at the way they did business and to take heed 
of a dwindling resource, that of Social Workers.
However, despite efforts made by Child Welfare
agencies nationwide, Child Welfare workers continue to
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terminate employment at increasingly alarming rates. 
Broward County, Florida reported an 85% turnover rate in 
1997, and in 1996, Taunton County, Massachusetts reported 
100% turnover among child welfare staff (North Carolina
Division of Social Services, 2001). The ramifications to
public agencies, professional Social Work, and ultimately
to children and families in the Child Welfare System are
grave. Lack of continuity of care, newly assigned worker's
unfamiliarity with cases and families, and uncovered 
caseloads are becoming the norm (California Department of
Social Services, Senate Bill 2030, 2001). The annual
turnover rate has been estimated at between 30% and 40%
(Reagh, 1994) to 100% in 1999 for intake personnel in
Massachusetts (as cited in North Carolina Division of
Social Services). This ongoing depletion of caseworkers
has resulted in uncovered caseloads (Pecora as cited in
Cicero-Reese & Clark, 1998), discontinuity of services to
families (Samantrai, 1992, Winefield & Barlow, 1995;),
increased administrative costs (Barber, 1986; Cascio,
1991; Graef & Amig, 2000) and decreased employee morale
for employees who stay (Sheehan, 1993).
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Employee Relationships
A study on workplace satisfaction in private and 
public sectors (Pohlman, 1999) found that open
communication between management and employees helped to
motivate employees to do quality work, to empower staff, 
and to build confidence. The highest levels of
satisfaction in this study were attributed to relations 
among employees and between managers and employees. 
Further, findings revealed that public sector employees
were less satisfied with relations and communications
between managers and employees.
Three factors have been attributed to influencing
employees' attitudes about their, jobs: supervision, 
co-workers, and the organization (Barber, 1986). Barber 
cited two aspects of the supervisory relationship: 
technical support (e.g. functional aspects of the 
supervisor-supervisee relationship, and planning skills) 
and the human relations-supervision dimension (e.g. 
friendliness, empathy), which the supervisor brings to the 
relationship. Similarity in .attitudes, values, and 
philosophy of co-workers generated more cohesiveness, a.nd 
organizational policies and role clarification were 
primary areas influencing job satisfaction at the
organizational level (Barber, 1986) .
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In a recent national report from the American Public 
Human Services Association using exit interviews from
child welfare workers who had voluntarily terminated, 
Cyphers (2001) reports "the most frequent recommendations 
from workers dealt with improved supervision, management, 
and staff communications, and fairness on the job" (p. 3).
Also, a recent report to Congress (GAO-03-357, 2003) found 
that a "caseworkers desire to stay in child welfare 
profession was influenced by high quality supervision and 
adequate on-the-job training" (p. 3).
A recent study (Scott et al., 1999) found that 
"supervisor and co-worker relationships had the strongest 
association with intent to leave" (p. 400). Other studies 
(Barber, 1986; Cicero-Reese & Clark, 1998; Dickinson & 
Perry, 1998; Major et al, 1995; Rycraft, 1994; Saks & 
Ashforth, 2000; and Samantrai, 1992) stress the importance 
of supervisory support as the most important factor of all 
in retaining existing child welfare employees. Supervisors 
who were willing to listen to work-related problems and to 
help social workers get their work done were more 
positively perceived by those workers remaining with their 
jobs in child welfare.
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Resilience
Rubin and Miller note that "experts have concluded 
that the ability to rebound is due to a complex mix of 
self-awareness, empathy, persistence, and social 
dexterity" (2000, p. 109). Rubin and Miller add "resilient 
people know how to engage others for support" (2000,
p. 109). This is validated by several other studies on
resilience (Bobeck, 2002; McCubbin & Patterson, 1982,
1983; and Strumpfer, 2001). Bobeck's study (2002) 
identified the following themes and patterns for resilient
teachers: significant adult relationships, a sense of 
personal responsibility, social and problem-solving 
skills, a sense of competence, a sense of humor, and a
sense of accomplishment. Those significant adult
relationships include experienced co-workers/mentors,
administrators, and parents. Werner (as cited in Bobeck, 
1995) identified environmental resources (e.g. supportive 
colleagues and positive family experiences) that help to 
buffer the negative effects of life stressors.
Factors Attributed to Retention
Job satisfaction, however, does not always ensure 
employee retention. Some researchers suggest retention has
more to do with professional commitment (Blau & Lunz,
15
1998, Cotton & Tuttle, 1986). Research on recruitment
(Saks & Ashforth, 2000) attributes loss of child welfare 
staff to new employees' exaggerated expectations (more 
clinical contact and clinical supervision, increased time 
spent with families, less paperwork, and unknown demands) 
of the job. Oftentimes, new hires had reported more 
difficulty adjusting if their expectations were not met 
(Balfour & Neff, 1993; Saks & Ashforth, 2000) . However,
negative effects of unmet expectations were ameliorated by 
favorable role development relationships with supervisors 
and co-workers (Major, Kozlowski, Chao, & Gardner, as
cited in Saks & Ashforth, 2000) .
In a 1982 study of turnover in Maine (Bernotavicz et
al., 1982, as cited in Bernotavicz, 2000), when asked
about the aspect of the job they liked the least were 
"related to the work environment: lack of competent 
supervision, office politics, and a distrustful work
environment." These same issues were also listed as the
primary reasons for leaving in the Maine study.
Findings for Blau and Lunz's (1998 longitudinal study
of medical technologists suggests that one's intention to 
remain in the profession is correlated with work-related 
variables, namely supervision and co-workers. In a study 
of 70 Child Welfare employees staying with their agency
16
for more than two years, Cicero-Reese and Clark (1998) 
found that several factors characterized employees' 
reasons for staying, one of which was supervisory support.
Education and Professional Background
Studies have shown that an education, relevant to
social work, seemed to be a predictive factor in retaining
child welfare staff (Balfour & Neff, 1993; Dickinson &
Perry, 1998). Findings from a recent survey of North
Carolina Director's of Social Services revealed that "54%
of the people they had hired last year were more than two
years short of the experience needed to meet minimum job 
requirements" (North Carolina Division of Social Services, 
2001, p. 1). In a recent national study, Cyphers (2001) 
reported that "a Bachelor's level degree was the
predominant minimum academic degree required for all 
levels of staff among state child welfare workers.
Eighty-nine percent of state child protective services 
workers required undergraduate degrees" (p. 9). In Texas, 
a study found that in the past five years, 67% of Child 
Protective Services (CPS) staff with degrees in social 
work were still working for Protective Services. There was
an 87% retention rate among those who, in addition to 
having a BSW, also had a placement or internship in the
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social service agency prior to working there. Workers with 
human-service related degrees such as psychology or
education had a retention rate of 46%, while those with a 
background outside of these areas showed a retention rate 
of only 37% (Texas Child Protective Services Training
Institute, 1997, in North Carolina Practice Notes).
In a 1998 California Social Work Education Center
(CalSWEC) report (as cited in Daly et al., 2001, p. 12),
entitled "A report on the Public Child Welfare Workforce"
illustrated the educational background of child welfare
workers in six southern California counties, which is as
follows:
Imperial county had 20 CWS workers: one with a BSW 
degree and none with an MSW degree, a 95.2% deficit of 
professional social workers. Los Angeles County has 2747 
CWS workers: 7.2% (n = 198) with BSW degrees and 19.5%
(n = 536) with MSW degrees, a deficit of 76.3%. Orange 
County has a total of 549 CWS workers: 3.3% (n = 18) with
BSW degrees and 24.2% (n = 132) with MSW degrees, a 72.5% 
deficit. Riverside County has 405 employees: 3.9% (n = 16) 
with BSW's and 26.3% (n = 66) with MSW degrees, a deficit 
of 69.8% professional social workers. San. Bernardino 
County has 440 CWS workers: 9.7% (n = 43) with BSW degrees 
and 36% (n = 158), a deficit of 53.3% professional social
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workers. San Diego County has 672 CWS workers: 3.6%
(n = 24) with BSW degrees and 41.9% (n = 282) with MSW 
degrees, a deficit of 54.4% professional social workers.
Given a total of 4833 CWS workers in southern California,
6.2% (n = 300) have BSW degrees and 24.3% (n = 1174) have 
MSW degrees, a total deficit of 69.5% professional social
workers.
The percent of Social workers in Southern California 
with Masters degrees in Social Work number slightly above 
the national average of less than 20%. However, national
figures for bachelor's degreed caseworkers hovers around
40% employed by child welfare agencies (Daly et al.,
2001), a significant increase compared to Bachelor's
degreed caseworkers in Southern California. According to
this data, southern California has a 69.5% deficit of
degreed professionals in the field of social work.
Local Picture
San Bernardino County has maintained retention data 
for the past two years, 2000-2002. In the reporting period 
from January to July 2001, San Bernardino County
Department of Children's Services has lost 25 employees,
18 of which participated in exit interviews (Amy
Cousineau, personal communication, March 13, 2002). The
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strongest influence for departing employees listed in exit 
interviews was workload, family concerns, lack of 
departmental fairness, and the quality of supervision. The 
factor identified by employees as the most positive factor 
of employment was their relationships with co-workers. 
Other studies have supported this data, finding that those 
who stay in Public Welfare tend to report that they have 
received higher levels of job-related support from 
co-workers (Dickinson & Perry, 1998).
San Bernardino had also conducted a job satisfaction 
survey in 2001, in which all social workers in the County 
Department of Children's Services were queried. The 
primary factor child welfare workers had identified as
problematic was the lack of communication between
managerial staff and line staff (Amy Cousineau, personal 
communication, March 13, 2002). Other indicators of job 
dissatisfaction were: frustration over the relationship 
with court and the lack of support staff to assist with 
non-social work duties (e.g. transportation, typing, data 
entry, supervision of parental visits, etc.)
Relevant Theory
The theory utilized to guide this study will be the 
Person in Environment (PIE) theory. This theory views the
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person and the environmental contexts as inseparable 
(Germain & Bloom, 1999). In the current study, the work
environment serves as a context or modifier of the
employee. Reciprocal exchanges, or transactions, between 
people and their environments influence, shape, and 
sometimes change each other, over time.
The tendency is to seek a goodness of fit, or a 
positive adaptedness, between the employee and the work 
environment. It is assumed that those employees who have
remained within the field of Child Welfare have obtained a
positive adaptedness to their environment. Employees who 
choose to leave may be characterized as those who perceive 
life or work events as a stressor, whereas those employees 
who remain may perceive the same life events as a
challenge and subsequently adapt to it. With supportive 
work relationships serving as a buffer to a stressful work 
environment, it is postulated retention of experienced 
employees is imminent. The current study focused on the 
impact social supports (e.g. co-worker relationships, 
supervisory and administrative support) had on retention 
of child welfare workers who posses MSW degrees, in
California.
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Summary
There have been several studies dedicated to
determining specific factors responsible for the retention 
of MSW's in child welfare. However, every individual is
different, and the literature attests to this fact by not 
providing just one answer for all child welfare agencies
nationwide. Several factors seem to influence a child
welfare worker's decision to stay or voluntarily terminate 
their employment. Factors having to do with salary, 
supervisory support, co-worker support, and workload have 
all assisted child welfare managers in predicting job 
satisfaction. However, determining when an experienced MSW 
will remain with the agency appears to be dependent upon a 
goodness of fit, or a positive adaptedness, between the 
employee and the environment,
22
CHAPTER THREE
METHODS
Introduction
A secondary analysis was performed in the current 
study, using aggregate level data from the Weaver and 
Chang (2000) study currently being conducted. Weaver and 
Chang have collected preliminary data in a 2-year
longitudinal study to determine factors that predict the 
retention of public child welfare workers in California.
Weaver and Chang had used a longitudinal quantitative 
survey, with initial data collected in July of 2001. Final 
retention data was collected in April 2002 of the same 
sample to compare independent variables at two points in
time. The current study utilized a subset of the Weaver 
and Chang data (2000) for co-worker, supervisory, and 
administrative support to determine social support's
influence on retention of MSW-level child welfare workers'
commitment to public child welfare.
Study Design
Only data specific to co-worker, supervisory, and 
administrative support was gathered to examine the 
relationship between child welfare worker's support 
systems and retention. A cross-sectional research design
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was used in that the current study focused on a time 
period where there was evidence of social worker 
shortages, high caseloads, and deficits in state social 
service budgets. Retention of social workers in public 
child welfare, during this point in time, is an anomaly.
Probabilistic causation was considered since
relationships exist in most work environments, but the 
employee's perception of these relationships serving as a
buffer to job commitment is questionable. Many extraneous 
and intervening variables have been found to determine an
individual's decision to leave a job.
Internal validity was more difficult to control for, 
as respondents reported their own perceptions or opinions 
via questionnaire. Differential selection of research 
participants may have affected internal validity as the 
group of respondents had already been pre-formed.
External validity was more feasible to maintain as
the sample included child welfare workers across the
state. Since the data collection had already been done, 
issues surrounding external and internal validity in this
study, was the responsibility of this researcher.
Independent variables that were extracted consist of 
peer support; supervisory support; administrative support 
All questions relating to the independent variables were
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collapsed to obtain one number for the variable. For 
example, seven staff/supervisor questions were collapsed 
into one variable to reflect the relationship between the
staff person and the supervisor, rather than seven
separate variables. The dependent variable extracted was
the level of commitment to child welfare. In the current
study, univariate analyses were conducted on the
demographic variables, including age, sex, ethnicity, type 
of job prior to child welfare employment, and how many 
years the employee had been in the child welfare field
prior to their current job (eg. Title IV-E students).
Selection-treatment interaction may have served as an 
external validity problem, in that the 175 MSW employees 
who had decided to respond to the questionnaire may have 
been very satisfied with their jobs and planned to stay 
employed with child welfare. Or conversely, those 
employees who were dissatisfied with their jobs may have 
responded for the express reason of venting feelings of 
anger and disdain for their job.
The original Weaver and Chang (2000) study took into 
consideration personal characteristics workers brought to 
the job, the nature of the job and agency, and the local 
labor market, which may have served as rival hypotheses.
25
Sampling
The sample frame focused on child welfare workers in
California, hired between April 2000 and April 2001, who 
provided direct services. Study participants were surveyed
six to fifteen months after they were hired. Surveys were 
sent to 1700 employed child welfare employees, and those 
who had voluntarily resigned (but not retired), at the 
agency where they worked.
Follow-up questionnaires were mailed to all 
employees, and to those individuals who had already 
resigned in the event the employer had provided a 
forwarding address. The sampling frame included those 
child welfare workers providing direct client services. 
Five-hundred-eight (508) responses had been received from 
child welfare workers in 57 counties (excluding Los 
Angeles County) in California. The population from which 
the sample was drawn accurately represents the child 
welfare employee population. The sample of the current 
study consists of 175 MSW's employed in child welfare, a 
subset of the 508 original respondents. The population 
from which the subset sample may not accurately represent 
the child welfare employee population, as child welfare 
personnel may have a variety of educational credentials, 
sometimes unrelated to the human services field of study.
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However, this sample was selected due to the state of 
California requiring an MSW degree for the child welfare 
position, and to create a sample with like educational
credentials.
DaTa Pnllprtinn Anri Tnst nimpn-fcs--------
been utilized as the data collection tool [Reference
Appendix for data collection tool]. A confidential
self-report questionnaire was mailed to child welfare-
workers, statewide, at their work site. The questionnaire- 
consisted of a one-page face sheet to obtain work location 
and tenure information, and 15 one-sided pages of 190 
closed-ended questions. The content of the questionnaire 
included the following categories: employee's tenure 
(years employed), type of work and training, general 
aspects of the job (e.g. able to share information with 
and receive support from colleagues, supervisors and 
administrators), perceived abilities, commitment/leave 
intentions, and personal demographics/characteristics.
[Reference: Appendix for questionnaire and face-sheet].
♦
A Likert scale was utilized for all of the
independent variables being considered in this study, and 
all questions were positively stated. The dependent
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variable of commitment consisted of four questions, 
collapsed into one variable, using a Likert scale. All 
four of these questions were positively stated. A nominal 
yes/no response was required for whether the respondent 
was still employed in child welfare. Bivariate analyses 
were conducted between each of the independent variables 
and the dependent variable.
Content validity was established given the ease with
which the questionnaire was read. The measurement tool was 
pre-tested on a group of child welfare workers, whom were 
not part of the study, to ensure one's understanding and 
utility of the instrument. The questionnaires were mailed 
first class, and consisted of closed-ended questions, 
using a Likert scale, which permitted researchers to 
separate themselves from the research participants and 
data analysis. Data could then be analyzed via an 
iterative process, and like responses could be grouped 
together.
Findings of the study can be generalized to the 
larger child welfare employee population in that a 
significant number of responses had been received, 
five-hundred-eight of a possible 1700 questionnaires (or 
29.8% of survey participants). However, limiting the data 
to a subset of 175 MSW respondents may have served to skew
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the results. Other variables not accounted for might have
been variables outside of the work environment (worker's
health-related issues, career path changes, loss of a
loved one, relocation, etc.), and other Child Welfare
agencies competing for the same pool of employees.
Procedures
Researchers from the California Social Work Education
Center, University of California-Berkley were responsible 
for the distribution of the questionnaires. Questionnaires 
had been mailed, with stamped, return address envelopes, 
to all respondents via first class mail, with a second 
follow up questionnaire for those who had already
voluntarily terminated employment. Since follow-up
questionnaires were sent to those who had not responded to 
the first questionnaire, anonymity of respondents could 
not be ensured. The identity of the respondents was kept 
confidential due to the design of the current study and 
the researcher having access to only aggregate data.
The mode of distribution, mailing of the 
questionnaires, was established to afford participants the 
best protection of their confidentiality. There are many 
reasons for employee resignation and turnover, and all 
responses were accounted for. The questionnaires were
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based on a rational intuitive method due to questions
being grouped together in logical manner, appearing to 
measure the same variables. The questionnaire was quite 
extensive, which helped to increase its reliability.
Protection of Human Subjects 
The questionnaires had been stratified by county
office, in efforts to protect confidentiality among the 
human subjects. Names of respondents were used on the 
questionnaires in the first round, which facilitated a
second questionnaire to be sent to them. An informed 
consent form accompanied each questionnaire, describing 
the reason for the study, explaining that their identity 
would be kept confidential, and for purposes of obtaining 
the respondent's voluntary consent to participate. It was 
not necessary to provide respondents with an informed 
consent for purposes of the current study since aggregate
data had been used to determine the results.
Data Analysis
A secondary data analysis was performed utilizing the
raw data from the California Social Work Education
questionnaire. Researchers had gathered.data for both the 
first year and second year, of a two-year longitudinal 
study, in which the data analysis has yet to be completed.
30
The current study focused on a subset of the second year
aggregate data only.
Given that the rational intuitive method had been
used to design the questionnaire, like questions that 
appeared to measure the- same variables were grouped 
together in the current study. Due to this study's use of 
aggregate data, constant contact with California Social
Work Education researchers (Weaver & Chang) helped to 
ensure understanding of the data set, and compatibility of 
basic descriptive statistics for key variables.
Descriptive statistics, including age, gender, 
ethnicity, and prior child welfare work experience, were 
used to provide an overview of the study's sample. All 175 
respondents in the subset possessed an MSW degree. 
Frequencies were conducted on each independent variable 
using a univariate analysis. Pearson's Correlation 
Coefficients were used to examine the relationship between 
the independent variables (peer support, supervisory 
support, and administrative support) and the dependent 
variable of job commitment/length of employment. A Pearson
r was utilized to measure interval variables.
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Summary
In this chapter, research methods used in this study 
were presented. A cross-sectional research design was 
utilized, with three independent variables (peer support, 
supervisory support, and administrative support) and one 
dependent variable (commitment to child welfare). A 
secondary analysis was performed using aggregate data from 
a questionnaire distributed to new child welfare workers, 
hired between April 2000 and April 2001, throughout the 
state of California. The sample for the current study 
consisted of 175 MSW-level child welfare workers, who had
reported on a quantitative questionnaire their perceptions 
of supportive work relationships. Questionnaires were 
mailed to participants at their job sites. A Likert scale
was used for all variables. Pearson's Correlation
Coefficients were used to examine the relationship between 
the independent variables and the dependent variable. 
Frequencies were also conducted on each independent 
variable, using univariate analyses. Utilizing the subset 
of MSW-level child welfare workers represented the minimum 
educational requirements of public child welfare workers, 
but presented limitations regarding generalization to the 
larger population.
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CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS
Introduction
The purpose of this chapter is to summarize the data
collected and to report on the findings of the research 
questions. First, presented below, are the results of the
statistical analysis of the characteristics of a random 
sample of 175 child welfare employees who voluntarily 
responded to the questionnaire. The chapter concludes with 
a summary of the key findings of this research project.
Demographi c s
There were 508 child welfare staff who had responded 
to the Weaver and Chang study (2000) . Statistical data had 
been analyzed for a subset of the Weaver and Chang 
respondents, consisting of 175 MSW degreed CWS workers in 
the current study. Frequencies and univariate statistics 
were computed for all demographic variables. Table 1 shows 
the demographic characteristics of the 175 MSW
respondents, a subset of the original 508 respondents.
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Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of Child Welfare
Population
Variable N
Frequency
(n)
Percentage
(%)
Age 175
21-30 83 47.4
31-40 48 27.4
41-50 27 15.4
51-60 16 9.1
61-70 1 . 6
Gender 175
Male 20 11.4
Female 155 88.6
Ethnicity 173
Asian/Pacific Islander 17 9.8
Latino/Hispanic 26 15
African-American 22 12.7
White 96 55.5
Native American 5 2.9
Bi-racial 7 4.0
The age range of the sample is 23 to 67 years old, 
with ;the mean age of the respondents being 34.83 years 
(sd = 9.47). There were 83 respondents between 21-30 years 
of age, making up 47.4% of total respondents. There were 
48 respondents between 31-40 years of age, making up 27.4% 
of total respondents. There were 27 respondents between 
41-50 years of age, making up 15.4% of total respondents. 
Sixteen respondents fell in the 51-60 age range, and 1 
respondent in the 61-70 age range, accounting for 9.1% and 
0.6% of total respondents, respectfully. All respondents 
answered this question. Persons between the ages of 51 and 
70 are underrepresented in the sample (9.7%), but persons
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between 21 and 40 years are over represented (74.8%) in 
the sample, as shown in Table 1.
Of 175 respondents, 88.6% (n = 155) were female, and
11.4% (n = 20) were male. Education level was measured by 
asking respondents in which year they had obtained their 
degree(s), rather than the highest degree obtained by each 
respondent. There were-507 child welfare staff who had
responded to the education question. Since the current
study focused only on MSW degreed child welfare workers, a 
subset of 175 MSW degreed workers were extracted from all
respondents.
In regards to ethnicity, whites made up over half of 
the child welfare population at 55.5% (n = 96). 
Latino/Hispanics were next representing 15% (n = 26) of 
the sample. There were 12.7% (n = 22) of African Americans
in the sample, and 9.8% (n = 17) Pacific Islanders. Four 
percent (n = 7) identified themselves as bi-racial and
another 2.9% (n = 5) identified themselves as Native
American. There were two respondents who failed to respond 
to this question, accounting for 1.1% (n = 2).
Prior Work and Volunteer Experience
Prior work and volunteer experience had also been 
gathered as a demographic characteristic of the MSW
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respondents. Univariate statistics had also been employed 
to describe prior employment history for the 175 MSW
respondents. Respondents could account for all prior 
employment and volunteer positions on the questionnaire, 
so respondents could provide more than one answer if it
applied to them. Table 2 identifies the frequencies and
percentages of MSW respondents who have had prior child 
welfare experience, in the public or private sector, and
the type of job for those with prior child welfare
experience, and how many years of experience respondents
have in other fields of social work.
Table 2. Prior Work and Volunteer Experience
Variable N
Frequency
(n)
Percentage
(%)
Public Child Welfare 140
Full-time 126 90
Part-time 6 4.3
Volunteer 7 5.0
Private-non-profit 81
Full-time 41 50.6
Part-time 19 23.5
Volunteer 20 24.7
Other social work 126
Full-time 75 59.5
Part-time 19 15.1
Volunteer 32 25.4
Non-social work 104
Full-time 59 56.7
Part-time 32 30.8
Volunteer 13 12.5
Only 140 respondents, in Table 2, had reported having 
prior work history and experience in the field of child
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welfare. Of 140 respondents, 90% (n = 126) had worked 
full-time, while 4.3% (n = 6) had worked part-time in the 
public child welfare field. Another 5% (n = 7) had 
volunteer experience in child welfare. Of the 140 
respondents, 99.3% had prior public child welfare 
experience. Of those with prior experience in the public 
child welfare field, 4 MSW's had already terminated
employment.
Eighty-one respondents had prior private, non-profit 
job or volunteer experience in the field of child welfare.
More than half of the respondents, 50.6% (n = 41), had had 
prior full-time job experience in the non-profit child 
welfare sector. Twenty-three and one-half percent (n = 19) 
had part-time child welfare job experience, while 24.7%
(n = 20) had volunteer experience, in the private 
non-profit sector. Of the 81 respondents, 75.6% had 
between 1 and 4 years job or volunteer experience in the 
private child welfare field. Of those with prior 
experience in the private, non-profit sector, 3 MSW's had 
already terminated employment.
Of 126 respondents, 59.5% (n = 75) had full-time job 
experience in a category entitled "other social work" on
the questionnaire. No definition was provided for
j
respondents of what "other social work" consisted of.
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Another 15.1% (n = 19) reported prior part-time job 
experience, and 25.4% (n = 32) reported prior volunteer 
experience, in this category. Of those 126 respondents, 
73.8% had 1 to 5 years prior experience in a social
work-related field. Of those with prior job experience in 
this category, 7 MSW's had already terminated employment.
A final category included in Table 2 is prior work or 
volunteer experience in a non-social work field. Of 104
respondents, 56.7% (n = 59) had reported prior full-time 
job experience in an area other than social work. Another
30.8% (n = 32) reported prior part-time job experience in
a non-social work field, with another 12.5% (n = 13)
reporting prior volunteer experience. Of respondents in 
this category, 44.4% had reported 2-5 years prior job or 
volunteer experience in a field other than social work. Of
those with prior job experience in a field other than 
social work, 3 MSW's had already terminated employment.
During this reporting period, 8 (or 4.6% of 175) 
respondents had terminated employment voluntarily. Of the 
175 MSW-level child welfare workers with prior child 
welfare history, in the public sector, 140 report they 
were still employed in the Child Welfare field after 6 to 
15 months of employment. Of 175 MSW-level workers with 
prior child welfare history, in the private sector, 81
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were still employed in the child welfare field. Of 175 
MSW-level workers with experience in other Human service 
related fields, 78 report they are still employed in the
Child Welfare field. Of the 175 MSW-level workers with
non-Social Work-related job or volunteer experience, 126 
report they are still employees in the Child Welfare
field.
Frequency Distribution for 
Peer Support
Table 3 illustrates the frequency distribution of
peer support.
Table 3. Frequency Distribution of Peer Support
Variable N
Frequency
(n)
Percentage
(%)
1. Child welfare staff
professionally share and learn 174
from one another.
Strongly disagree 3 1.7
Disagree 12 6.9
Neutral 27 15.5
Agree 90 51.7
Strongly agree 42 24.1
2. Child welfare staff share work
experiences with each other to 175
improve the effectiveness of
client services.
Strongly disagree 1 . 6
Disagree 20 11.4
Neutral 22 12.6
Agree 91 52.0
Strongly agree 41 23.4
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Variable N
Frequency
(n)
Percentage
(%)
3 . Child welfare staff are willing 
to provide support and assist 
each other when problems arise.
174
Strongly disagree 2 1.1
Disagree 7 4.0
Neutral 22 12.6
Agree 93 53.4
Strongly agree 50 28.7
4. Child welfare staff accept the 
need for support from their 
collea.gues.
175
Strongly disagree 3 1.7
Disagree 7 4.0
Neutral 26 14.9
Agree 94 53.7
Strongly agree 45 25.7
5. Child welfare staff feel 
comfortable with the assistance 
they receive from colleagues to 
enhance the quality of their 
work.
175
Strongly disagree 3 1.7
Disagree 9 5.1
Neutral 30 17.1
Agree 91 52.0
Strongly agree 42 24.0
Over 75% of the respondents indicated that they had 
received various types of peer support by responding 
"agree" or "strongly agree" to all five items. "Agree" 
responses ranged from 52% (for question #1) to 53.7% (for 
question #4) for all questions, with results being 
slightly skewed toward the "strongly agree" value (ranging 
from 23.4% on question #2 to 28.7% on question #3).
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Frequency Distribution for 
Supervisory Support
Table 4 illustrates the frequency distribution for 
supervisory support.
Table 4. Frequency Distribution for Supervisory Support
Variable N
Frequency
(n)
Percentage
(%)
1. My supervisor is competent in
doing his/her job.
Strongly disagree 7 4.0
Disagree 23 13.3
Neutral 28 16.2
Agree 68 39.3
Strongly agree 47 27.2
2. My supervisor is very concerned
about the welfare of those 175
under her/him.
Strongly disagree 11 ■6.3
Disagree 12 6.9
Neutral 39 22.3
Agree 53 30.3
Strongly agree 60 34.3
3. My supervisor gives information 1 7R
when I need it. •
Strongly disagree 6 3.4
Disagree 16 9.1
Neutral 28 16.0
Agree 75 42.9
Strongly agree 50 28.6
4. My supervisor shows approval
when I have done well.
Strongly disagree 11 6.3
Disagree 9 5.1
Neutral 2 9 16.7
Agree 59 33.9
Strongly agree 66 37.9
5. My supervisor is willing to
help me complete difficult 175
tasks.
Strongly disagree 11 6.3
Disagree 20 11.4
Neutral 33 18.9
Agree 59 33.7
Strongly agree 52 29.7
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Variable N
Frequency
(n)
Percentage
(%)
6. My supervisor is warm and
friendly when I have problems
Strongly disagree 9 5.2
Disagree 17 9.8
Neutral 21 12.1
Agree 71 41.0
Strongly agree 55 31.8
More than 37% (n = 66) of MSW's gave high marks for
the supervisor showing them approval (question #4), and
31.8% (n = 55) perceived their supervisor as being warm 
and friendly (question #6). However, supervisors had 
received average marks for competency (question #1) with 
MSW's providing an "agree" response 39.3% (n = 68) of the 
time. Additionally, MSW's perceived their supervisors as 
providing them with information when they needed it 42.9% 
(n = 75) of the time (question #3).
Frequency Distribution for 
Administrative Support
Table 5 illustrates the frequency distribution for 
administrative support.
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Table 5. Frequency Distribution for Administrative Support
Variable N
Frequency
(n)
Percentage
(%)
1..Child welfare staff are
encouraged by administrators to 
provide leadership for new 
proj ects.
175
Strongly disagree 25 14.3
Disagree 52 29.7
Neutral 60 34.3
Agree 36 20.6
Strongly agree 2 1.1
2 ., Child welfare staff find that
administrators provide visible, 
ongoing support for innovations 
and ideas.
175
Strongly disagree 30 17.1
Disagree 52 29.7
Neutral 58 33.1
Agree 32 18.3
Strongly agree 3 1.7
3 . Child welfare staff are
encouraged by administrators to 
be the best that they can be in 
their assignments.
175
Strongly disagree 19 10.9
Disagree 41 23.4
Neutral 53 30.3
Agree 53 30.3
Strongly agree 9 5.1
4 . Child welfare staff Believe 
that members of the 
administrative show a genuine 
concern for them as 
professionals.
175
Strongly disagree 32 18.3
Disagree 47 26.9
Neutral 44 25.1
Agree 43 24.6
Strongly agree 9 5.1
5 . Child welfare staff find that 
administrators are empathetic 
with work-related problems.
174
Strongly disagree 37 21.3
Disagree 48 27.6
Neutral 43 24.7
Agree 39 22.4
Strongly agree 7 4.0
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Variable Frequency PercentageN (n) (%)
6. Child welfare staff
cooperatively participate with
administrators in developing 174
new agency programs and
policies.
Strongly disagree 35 2 0.1
Disagree 48 27.6
Neutral 58 33.3
Agree 31 17.8
Strongly agree 2 1.1
7. Child welfare staff view
leadership roles as shared by 174
staff and administrators.
Strongly disagree 39 22.4
Disagree 56 32.2
Neutral 55 31.6
Agree 21 12.1
Strongly agree 3 1.7
MSW's consistently gave lower scores to the 
administrative staff with respect to support. The lowest 
scores, garnering the highest percentage of responses in 
the "disagree" range, were questions #4, # 5, and #7
(reference Table 5). MSW's felt that administration was
not very concerned about them as professionals (question 
#4), expressed little empathy (question #5), and did not 
view staff sharing leadership roles with them (question 
#7). MSW's gave "neutral" responses to the remaining 
questions, with 30.3% (n = 53) responding that they felt 
encouraged by administrators (question #3), which was 
matched by another 30.3% (n = 53) with an "agree" response 
for the same question. The most "neutral" responses were
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tallied for question #1, where\ MSW's were asked about 
feeling encouraged by administrators to provide leadership 
for new projects.
Support for Hypothesis
Bivariate statistics were computed to assess the
relationship between commitment and co-worker support,
between commitment and supervisory support, and between- 
comiriitment and administrative support. A Pearson r 
correlation (1-tailed analysis) were utilized to determine 
the association between the dependent variable (of 
commitment) and the 3 independent variables (support at
the 3 levels).
Hypothesis 1: "Co-worker relationships will 
positively correlate with an MSW's commitment to stay in 
the Child Welfare field." In order to assess the strength 
of the relationship between peer support and MSW's 
commitment to child welfare, a Pearson's r was conducted
(r = .03). There was no significant correlation between 
the two variables, and hypothesis #1 was not supported.
Hypothesis 2: Supervisory support will correlate with 
an MSW's commitment to stay in Child Welfare. In order to 
assess the strength of the relationship between
supervisory support and MSW's commitment to child welfare,
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a Pearson's r was conducted (r = .066). There was no
significant correlation between the two variables, and 
hypothesis #2 was not supported.
Hypothesis 3: Administrative will correlate
positively with an MSW's commitment to stay in Child
Welfare. In order to assess the strength of the
relationship between administrative support and MSW's
commitment to child welfare, a Pearson's r was conducted
(r = .236), p < .01 (Reference Table 6. Correlation
between Peer support, supervisory support, administrative 
support, and commitment to stay). There was a significant
correlation between the two variables for a one-tailed
bivariate analysis for administrative support and an MSW's 
commitment to stay. There was a positive correlation 
between these two variables. Hypothesis #3 was supported.
Table 6. Zero Order Correlation between Peer Support, 
Supervisory Support, Administrative Support, and 
Commitment to Stay
Variable Peer
support
Supervisor
Support
Admin
Support
Commitment to stay in 
child welfare
. 032 . 066 .23 6**
.339 .202 .001
N 167 164 169
**p< 0.01 level (l-tailed) 
*p< 0.05 level (l-tailed)
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Summary
Chapter Four presented the results for a subset of 
MSW's extracted from the Weaver and Chang (2000) data. 
Frequencies and percentages for the demographic
characteristics of the sample were presented. Respondents
were primarily female (88.6%), white (55.5%), between the
ages of 21 and 40 (74.8%), and had prior public or private 
child welfare experience (98.8%).
Using one-tailed bivariate analysis to examine the 
relationship between the dependent variable (of commitment 
to stay) and the independent variables (of
worker/co-worker relations; worker/supervisory relations; 
and worker/administrator relations), statistical 
significance was found only at the administrative level.
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CHAPTER FIVE
DISCUSSION
Introduction
Included in Chapter Five is a presentation of the
major findings and limitations of the current study, given
results discussed in Chapter Four. The results were 
compared for consistency with previous literature, and 
conclusions drawn based on the current study's findings.
Discussion
The most significant finding in the current study was 
an association between staff's commitment to stay in child 
welfare and administrative support. These findings are 
consistent with the Pohlman study (1999). Reasons for 
these results may have been that new employees were still 
becoming acquainted with the many policies and procedures 
required for CWS workers, and administrators felt they 
were not ready to share in the leadership responsibilities 
or participate in developing new policy. Oftentimes, 
questions to administration flow through an immediate 
supervisor, giving the line staff worker little
opportunity to interface with administrators. •
The concerns and workload of an administrator differs
from that of his/her subordinates, with assignments
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focused on budget issues, organizational infrastructure, 
new legislation, and development of collaborative
relationships with other departments or community
partners. The CWS line staff worker is more concerned with 
service delivery, case management duties, conflict 
resolution with clientele, and resource development for
individual clients. This difference in assignments and
focus automatically places the administrator and line
staff worker at odds with each other. Priorities are
different, professional networks may be different, and 
practice environments are distinct (macro practice and 
micro practice). The new child welfare worker may perceive 
the administrator as disconnected and lacking empathy for 
his/her subordinates when in fact the administrator is 
attempting to garner support for his/her subordinates via 
connections with other agencies (eg. unions, universities, 
or lobbying for new legislation) or through their own 
chain of command (Board of Supervisors).
The administrator usually delegates the social and 
professional support responsibilities to his/her 
subordinate, the supervisor. However, findings did not 
support an association between staff's commitment to stay 
and supervisory support. These findings were not 
consistent with the prior research regarding the
49
importance of supervisory support (Barber, 1986;
Cicero-Reese & Clark, 1998; Dickinson & Perry, 1998; Major
et -al, 1995; Rycraft, 1994; Saks & Ashforth, 2000; and
Samantrai, 1992). Given that the questions on the Likert 
scales were all stated in positive terms, respondents 
provided "agree" responses to all but one of the questions 
(reference Table 6). It appears that MSW's considered 
their supervisors as acceptable or meeting their 
supervisory responsibilities, but the majority of 
responses did not sway MSW's in their decisions, one way 
or the other, about their commitment to child welfare.
CWS staff possess much autonomy with their positions, 
and are not relegated to office work around-the-clock. The 
line CWS worker interfaces with several people in his/her 
daily schedule (clients, court, foster parents, school 
personnel, etc.), and may not meet with his/her supervisor 
for several days until a crisis occurs or a procedural 
question arises. The CWS worker may view the supervisor as 
non-supportive and lacking empathy due to the independent 
nature of the job.
Findings did not support an association between 
staff's commitment to stay and peer support. These 
findings were not consistent with the prior research 
regarding the importance of peer support (Barber, 1986;
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Blau & Lunz, 1998; Bobeck, 1995; Daly et al., 2001; 
Dickinson & Perry, 1998; and Saks & Ashforth, 2000) .
Table 3 displays "agree" responses for all questions 
regarding peer support on a positively stated Likert 
scale. The support of peers did not influence the MSW's
commitment to child welfare, but co-workers were viewed
favorably overall. Reasons for this may be the lack of
time to develop relationships with peers given their new 
employee status. Peers may be perceived as supportive in 
an emergency, but may not be perceived as helpful when 
assisting to enhance their colleague's work.
Recently hired child welfare workers who have little 
or no prior experience in child welfare, may have 
different expectations of what the job entails. Some may 
have expectations of working in a more clinical 
environment, licensing supervision opportunities, 
increased work with families, and a vast array of services 
available for their clientele. Conversely, child welfare 
work requires excessive paperwork, court testimony, 
resource development, and sometimes few opportunities for 
clinical supervision. These "false" expectations have less 
to do with peer support, and more with the individual's 
adaptation to the work environment and the employee's 
expectations.
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Limitations
Other variables have been identified as contributing
to a child welfare worker leaving a job. Given the
secondary analysis of the data, omission of relevant 
variables may have been problematic. Operational 
definitions also may not have been properly standardized 
with use of a secondary data analysis. For example, prior 
job experience in a "non-social work" field had not been
defined, leaving the respondent to guess as to its
meaning.
Despite the validity and reliability of the 
measurement tool being tested, the length of the 
measurement instrument may have been problematic and
cumbersome to respondents. Some respondents may have found;'
/
,f
the instrument too long, and answered questions nearer the 
end without much forethought or concern.
Use of a Likert scale may be controversial in that 
the span between intervals is not equivalent in any 
systematic fashion. Possibly, a measurement tool that 
allowed for more phrase completion or a systemized tool 
could more accurately measure responses. A Likert scale 
cannot adequately measure one's communication style or the 
quality of one's interpersonal relationships.
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Daly et al. (2001) found that those caseworkers most
likely to leave were new MSW's, with less than two years 
employment with the agency, with no previous experience in 
human services. However, the sample did not represent
child welfare workers in that the majority of child 
welfare workers were not MSW's, despite the state
requirements.
The response to the questionnaire was mediocre, at z 
best. The original sample consisted of 508 (29%) /
respondents out of a possible 1700. The response rate ] 
decreased to 10.3% due to only a subset of that data beirj£j 
used, consisting of 175 MSW respondents. Even if one was ( 
to consider the actual number of responses received, MSW's 
still accounted for only 33% of total responses received. 
An inferential analysis is the most appropriate here due 
to a small subset of the child welfare population being 
accessed. One cannot safely make generalizations about the 
distribution of variables to the general population of
child welfare workers.
Respondents were also given an opportunity to provide 
more than one response for one variable. For example, 
participants were asked in what year they had graduated 
with each degree (AA, bachelors, MSW, PhD, etc.) rather 
than what was the highest degree obtained. The same holds
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true for the prior job and volunteer experience variable. 
This provided too much latitude for respondents, and 
forced analysis of the data to one group for a limited
study.
Recommendations for Social Work 
Practice, Policy and Research
It is hoped that the findings from this study will be 
utilized by child welfare managers in their efforts to 
retain existing CWS employees. Given the results 
indicating the important role an administrator plays in 
sustaining positive work relationships, it may behoove 
administrators to focus more on building and sustaining 
relationships with subordinate staff in the field.
Several studies have been conducted in the area of
worker retention in child welfare. However, this study may 
have sparked interest in other researchers to further 
pursue the quality of the interpersonal relationships in 
addressing the PIE theory and the CSW workers commitment
to child welfare.
Many dynamics seem to play a vital part in one's 
decision to leave the field of child welfare (other job 
offers, failing health, pay, relocation, etc.). It would
be feasible to include more variables to address the MSW's
commitment to child welfare than just one's relationships.
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The Chang and Weaver study did include several variables,
but due to time constraints, the researcher was unable to
address all of them in the current study.
Administrative relationships do play a part in 
staff's job commitment to child welfare. A positive 
relationship indicates that an MSW worker would be more
prone to leaving if the administrator showed less empathy 
and staff inclusion. Possibly more focus on employee
"connectedness" through increased communications and focus 
on intangible benefits such as team spirit and employee 
support should be encouraged, at all levels.
As Quick et al. (2001) points out, individuals expect
organizations (including administration and supervisory 
staff) to modify the environment to accommodate them, and 
organizations expect individuals to adapt to the work
environment. The questionnaire provided researchers with 
little information about how the individual copes with 
stressors in his/her environment. Perhaps, more of a focus 
on identifying specific flexibility characteristics of
both the individual MSW and the environment would benefit
researchers in understanding retention.
One might ask does the field of child welfare delay 
national efforts to professionalize social work? 
Educational waivers for Masters positions in child
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welfare, and the Social Work shortage, seem to exacerbate
the problem of hiring professionals and retaining them.
The conundrum, of course, is whether we want to have our
children served by committed but less educated staff or to 
obtain qualified, but possibly not as committed, MSW's to
meet the state requirements? It seems that many counties 
have answered that puzzle by continually requesting 
educational waivers in child welfare. Then, the question 
remains: Are the non-MSW's providing quality care? That 
requires another study all together.
Conclusions
This study examined the relationship between peer 
support, supervisory support and administrative support 
and commitment to child welfare among 175 newly hired 
MSW's in California. The study found that administrative 
support correlated positively with an MSW's commitment to 
stay in child welfare. The strength of that relationship
was assessed using a Pearson's r (r = .236), p < .01.
However, findings for peer support and supervisory support 
were not significant with regard to an MSW's commitment to 
child welfare. These last two findings were inconsistent 
with prior literature. Ninety percent (n = 140) had prior
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child welfare experience, and only eight of 175
respondents had already terminated employment voluntarily
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APPENDIX
QUESTIONNAIRE
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Thei Retention of Californians Child Welfare Workers
Face Sheet
This Ipfarriiationis necessaryin h'Kdier:foifini.oia-. 'y'ym:twe still employedatthisjobirndpril, 2003. This 
sheet will be'deiaehedjipm the questionnaire itself and stored separately.
Name ■_________  ■ _______ •
Survey ID#/ • : . - . , ■__________ ■; ,______
County ____s______ ___________ „
Work address . ___________ ____ _____________ _
Workphone ______ -. ..  ............ —j-——
(Area Code) Number
Work e-mail address ______ _ __________,
Employee Identification Number ____________ -_____ _
Current job title _______ -
Job start-date / / (Month/day/year)
Today=s date / / , (Month/day/year)
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THE RETENTION OF CALIFORNIANS CHILD WELFARE WORKERS 
Department of Social Work, CSU Los Angeles 
Department of Social Work, CSU San Bernardino 
California Social Work Education Center, UC Berkeley
Summer, 2001
JFe appreciate your taking the time to complete this survey. It should take you approximately 20 minutes 
to complete. Thankyou for your cooperation.
Survey. ID#_____
This number is linked with your name, so that we can obtain turnover information. Please be sure you 
complete the exact sujyey. questionnaire that yog received in the mail.
Al What is today’s date? / / (Month/day/year)
A2 What date did you begirt this job? I i (Month/day/year)
A3 Are you still employed at this public child welfare job?
1 ___ Yes
.2 No
A4 If rid longer employed at this job, what date did you leave this job?
/ / (Month/day/year)
If you no longer work at this job, please answer the questions below as you would have 
answered them immediately prior to ledvingihejob.
Job
First we would like to ask about specifc details of yourjob In child welfare.
BI What type of unit is your primary assignment? (Choose only one.)
1 ___ FM/FR Family Maintenanee/Reunification
2 ___ PP Permanent Placement
3 ___ER Emergency Response
4 ___ Generic
5 DI Dependency Investigation
6 ___ Adoptions
7 ___ FP Family Preservation
8 ___ Other Pleasespecify. _ _________ ____________________________
What is.your current,caseload size?
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B2 _____ families (cases)
B3 _____ children
B4 How long after you were hired did you assume a full caseload? 
_ ___ months
B5 How many new eases do you anticipate opening this month? 
cases
B6 Bow many cases do you anticipate closing this month? 
cases
very Some. About Some Very
low what right what high
low high
B7 In terms of workload, how would you fate the size of 
your caseload?
1 2' 3 4 5
B8 On average, how many hours per week do you work at this job? 
horns
B9
What percent of your wdrk time do you devote to the following?
Direct services for/with clients % of my time
BIO Client-related paperwork and/or computer work % of my time
Bll ! Other
Total: 100
% of my time 
% .
BI 2 What is your current salary before taxes?
S per month or
S per year
Not A
at all little
Some A fair A lot'
" amount
B13 How satisfied are, you with your salary? 1 .2 3 •4 5
Are you a member of a representativeunion?
1 Yes
2 No
•
If a member of a Union:
Not A Some A fair"
at all little amount
How active are you in union activities? 1 2 3 4
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B16 On this job, are you receiving supervised hours for a clinical license in social worker
psychology?
1 ___Yes
2 ■ No.
- If not receiving supervised hours:
Not 
at all
A
little
■Some A fair 
amount
A, lot
B17 How important would it be for you toreceive, 
hours for licensure?
1 2 3 4- • 5
If receiving supervised hours :
Not 
at an
A
little
Some A fair 
amount
A lot
BIS How satisfied are you with the availability of 
the clinical supervision?
1 2 3 4 5
B19 How satisfied are you with the quality of the 
clinical supervision?
1 2 3 .4 5
B20 Circle the statement that best describes the training opportunities you have on this job. 
(Choose only one.)
1 I seek out my, own training opportunities, riot at the agency, and I pay for them 
myself.
2 I seek out my own training opportunities, not at the agency, and .the agency supports 
meby giving educational leave.
3 ___ I seek out my own training opportunities, not at the agency, and the agency supports
me by paying for some or all of my expenses.
4 ___My agency provides training on the job organized by my agency.
5 ___My agency provides training on the job from the. Regional Training Academy.
6 ____ I have no need-for ongping training.
Not 
at all
A
little-
.Some A fair A lot 
amount
Overall, how satisfied are you with your training?: 1 2 3 4 5
B22 Have you taken the Standardized Core Training for Child Welfare Workers sponsored by the 
Regional Training Academy?
1 ' Yes
2 No
B23 Since beginning tlife job, haveyou taken a course given by the Regional Training Academy in
your area?
1 Yes
2 No
B24 If yes, which one(s)? Please list',........................................................ ........... ......... .............
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Following is a list of job situatfonsthat might.be sources of stress for child welfare workers. Please 
circlethe number-.to the'rightofeach situation that best represents the degree to which this situation 
occurs at your job.
Not
at all
A
little
Some A fair 
amount
A lot
B25 Providing backup for another worker. 1 2 3 4 5
B26 Answering/phone calls at night. 1 2 3 4 .5
B27 Handling crisis calls. 1 2 3 ■ 4 .5,
B28 ©riving long-distances. 1 2' 3 4 5
B29 Transportingclients in your own car. 1 2 3 4 5
B30 Making home Visits in a high-crime area. 1 ' 2 3 . 4 5
B31 Making home visits in an isolated area. 1 2 3 ... 4., 5,
B32 Visiting the home Of a client who may be violent. 1 2 3 4 5
B33 Being threatened With bodily harm. 1 2 3 4 5
B34 Needing to work overtime. r 2' 3 ■4 §
B35 Visiting clients during bad weather conditions. i 2 3 4 5
B36 Recommending removal of a child from the home., l ‘ 2 3 4 5
B37 Appearing in court. i •2 3 4 5
B38 Seeing severely abused children. l 2 3 4 5
B39 Recommending termination of parental rights. i •2 3 4 •5
B40 Seeing clients** difficult living conditions, i 2 2. 4 5
B4r Death of a child (in-your or another workcr=s 
caseload).
l 2 3 4 5
B42 Being threatened with a lawsuit. 1, 2 3, 4 5
B43 Other stressful job situation. Specify: 0 i 2 3 4 5 '
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General Aspects of Job
Iii this section we would like to obtain your Opirtion about some generalaspectsofyour working 
environment.
To whatdegree do,you agree with each of the following statements?
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly-
In th
Gl
is office, child welfare staff:
Professionally share and learn from one 
another.
disagree
1 2 3 4
agree
5
C2 Share work experiences with each oilier to 
improve the' effectiveness of Client services.
1 2 3 4 5
C3 Arb willing to provide suppdrt and assist 
each other when problems arise.
1 2 3 4 5
C4 Accept the need for support from their 
colleagues.
1 2 3 4 5
C5 Feei comfortable;with the assistance they 1 2 3 4 5
receivefrom colleagues to enhance the 
quality of their work.
C6 How many colleagues,at your agency are you able to turn to for assistance with your case
work problems?
_____colleagues
C7 How many colleagues at your agency are you able to turn to for emotional support when 
things get tough?
' Colleagues
64
To what degree do you agree with each of the following statements?
My supervisor:
Strongly
disagree
1
Disagree
2
Neutral
3
Agree
4
Strongly 
agree .
5C8 Is competent in doing her/his job.
C9 Is very concerned about the welfare of those 
under her/him.
1 2 3 4 5
CIO Gives,informationwhen! need it. 1 2 ;3 4 5-
Cll. Shows approval when I have done well. 1 2 3 4 5
C12 Is willing to help me complete difficult 
tasks.
I :2 3‘ 4 5
C13 Is warm and friendly when 1 have problems. 1 ‘ 2 '3 4 5
What is the highest academic degree obtained by your supervisor?
Cl 4  ___________ degree
Cl5 ___ __________ discipline
To what degree do you agree with each of the following statements?
In this office, child welfare staff:
Strongly
disagree
1
Disagree
2<»
Neutral
3
Agree
4
Strongly
agree
5C16 Are encouraged by administrators to provide 
leadership for hew projects.
C17 Find that administrators provide visible, 
ongoing support for innovations and ideas.
1 2 3 4 5
CIS Are encouraged by administrators to be/the 
best that they can be in their assignments.
1 2 3 4 5.
C19 Believe that members of the administration 
show a genuine concern for them as 
professionals:
1 2 3 4 5
C20 Find.that administrators are empathic with 
work-related problems.
1 2 3 4 5-'
C21 Cooperatively participate with 
administrators.in developing new agency 
programs and policies.
1 2 3 4 5
C22 View leadership rples as shared by staff and 
administrators.
1 2 3 4 5
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To what degree do you agree with each of the following statements about this job?
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
On thisijbb:
C23 tittle action can be takenhere until a 
supervisor approves it.
.1 2 3 4 5
C24 Persons wantingtto make their own decisions 
would be discouraged.
1 2 3 4 5
C25 Even small matters have to be referred to 
someone higher up.
1 -2 3 4 5
C26 I have to ask my supervisor before I do 
almost anything.
1 2 3 4 5
C27 Any decision I make has to have my 
supervisor's approval.
1 2 3; 4 5
C28 There is a complete-written job description 
for my job.
1 2 3 4 5
C29 Whatever situation arises, we have 
procedures to follow in dealing with it.
1 2 3 4 5
C30 Everyone has a specific job to do. 1 2 3 4 5
031 Going,through the proper channels is 
constantly stressed.
1 2.. 3 4 5
C32 The organization keeps a written record of 
cvcryone=s job performance.
1 2 3 4 5
C33 We are to follow strict operating procedures 
at all times.
1 2 3 4 5
G34 Whenever we have a problem wc arc 
supposed to go to thesame person.
1. 2 3 4 5
C35 I have, to do thinks that should be done 
differently.
1 2 3 4 5
C36 I work on unnecessary tilings. 1 2 3 4 5
C37 1 perform work that suits my values. 1 2, 3 4 5
C38 I receive assignments that are within my 
training and capability.
1 2 3 4 5
C39 Iwork underihcompatiblepolicies. 1 2 ' 3 4 5
To what degree do you agree with each of the following statements about this job?
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Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree? Strongly 
Regarding this job: disasree «««*•
C40 All in all, I am satisfied with my job 12 3 4 ' 5
C41 I feel I am being paid a fair amount for the 
work I do.
1 2. 3 4 5
C42 I am satisfied with the benefits ! receive. 1 2 3 4 5
C43 Those who do well ori the job stand a fair 
chance of being promoted.
I 2 3, 4 5
G44 I am satisfied with my chances for 
promotion.
1 2 3 4 5,
C45 There are few rewards for working here. 1 2 3 4 5
C46 I feel that the work I do is appreciated 1 2 3 4 - 5
C47 I have too much to do at work. i 2 3 4 : 5 ■
• C48 1 have too, much paperwork. l 2 3 4 5
C49 The job security is good. 1 2 3 4 5
C50 The physical surroundings are pleasant l 2 3 4 5
C51 Workers are frequently transferred without 
consideration of their feelings.
i 2„ 3 4 5
C52 I have satisfying relationships with clients. i 2 3 4 5
C53 1 am satisfied with my clients^ success in 
reachinggoals.
l 2: 3 4 5
C54 I receive adequate support and recognition 
frbmclients.
i -2 3 ’ 4 5
CSS 1 have personal feelings of accomplishment 
from this job.
i 2.- 2 4 5
C56 1 receive adequate recognition from other 
professionals.
l 2 3 4 5
C57 I appreciate the flexible schedule of this job. i 2 3 4 - 5
C58 I appreciatcthe ability to work outside of the 
office.
i 2 2 4 5
C59 fit general,! like working here. l 2 ....3 4 ' 5“
Self-efficacyScIf-efficacyScIf-efficaey
In this section wewodld like you to assessyour owiyability to acconiplishjob-relatedgoals.
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To what degree doyou agree with each of the fdllqwing;staiements?
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
I have a strong ability to: disagree agree?
DI Work effectively wi thin the structure of my 
county organization.
1 2 3 4 5
D2 Worltcoilabpratiyelywithstaff from other 
community agencies.
1 2 3 . 4 5.
D3 Interpret and; apply agency .policies iii my 
job assignment.
1 2 3, A 5
D4 Influence my career Opportunities in the 
organization in which I work.
1 2 3- 4 5
D5 Rebound and persistafter failures in my 
efforts to. accomplish work goals.
1 2 3 4 ‘ 5
D6 Remain motivated and persist in overcoming 
difficult obstacles in helping clients.
1 ■ 2 3, 4 5
D7 Regularly expend the-energy and effort to 
accomplish outcomes for clients.
1 2 3 4 5
D8 Effectively work with clients arid co-workers 
in a culturally sensitive manner.
1 2 3 4 5
D9 ®e an effective witness, in child welfare 
court hearings.
1 '2 3 4 5
DIO Effectively use interviewing skills. .1 2 3 4 5
DU Use assessment skills5 in decision making 
about child welfare.
1 2 3 4 5
E»12 Analyze and synthesize information 
required for legal actions.
1 2 3 4 3
DI 3 Work effectively with family members in 
child neglect cases.
1 2 3 4 5
D14 Assist children in working through 
separation from their family members.
1, 2 3 4 5
D15 Accurately assess parenting capability. 1 2 3 4 5
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Commitment
Now we^ouldjiketo ask you some questions about your future commitment to public child welfare and 
to this job.
To what degree dayoiiagreewith each of the following statements?
Regarding my future in child welfare:
ET I plan to be continuously active in child
welfare throughout my life.
Strongly Disagree Neutral 
disagree
1 2 3
Agree Strongly 
agree
4 5
E2 Working in child welfare is important to me. 1 2 3 4 5
E3 My career in child welfare is a central
interest in my life;
I 2 3 4 ■ 5
E4 I am folly Committed to child welfare as a
career choice.
1 2 3 4 5
Towhat degree doyou agree with each of the following statements?
Regarding this particular job:
Strongly
disagree
Disagree Neutral Agree. Strongly
agree
E5 I intend to remain at this job as my long­
term professional career
1 2 3 4 5
E6 l am actively seeking other employment. 1 ' 2 3 4 : 5
E7 I am committed to working at this job even 
though it ,can be quite stressfoTatiimes.
1 2 3 4 5
E8 I frequently think about quitting my job. i 2 3- 4 5
E9 I will remain at this job even if I am offered 
another position with a higher salary.
i 2 3 4 .5
E1Q I would leave this job tomorrow if I was 
offered.a job for the same salary but with 
less stress.
l 2 3. 4 5
How easy would it be for you tb. find a social work job in this geographical area which:
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Ell
Very
hard
Is niuchEetter than this jbb? 1
Hard
,2
Neutral
3
Easy
4
Very
easy
5
E12 Pays at least as well as this job? I 2 3 4 5
EI3 Is as professionally satisfying as this job? 1 2 3 4 5
Very
■unlikely
Unlikely Neutral Likely Very
likely
E14 If you were to leave this job, how likely is it 
that you would go to another public child 
Welfare agency?
1 2 3 4 5
Hypothetically, if you were to leave this job, how impoi 
making that decision?
tant wou Id each o fthe following reasons be in
I would likely leave this job because,of:
Not 
at all
A Some
little
A fair
.amount
A lo t
El 5 A change in my family situation 1 2 3 4 5
E16 A desire to further my education. 1 2 3 4 5
E17 The need to move to a different location. 1 2 3 4 5
El 8 Dissatisfaction with my currentjob/work 
environment.
1 ■■ 2 ■3" 4 S'
E19 A desire to enter or prepare myself for private 
practice.
1 2 3 4 5
E20 A desire to pursued different career. ,1 2 3 . 4 S
E21 Feeling Abumcd out® or over stressed. 1 2 3, 4 5
E22 The availability of other jobs. 1 2 3 4 5
E23 A; desire "for betterpay dnd benefits, 1 . 2 3 4 5
E24 A desire to live in a different city/county/state 
/country.
1 2 3. 4 5
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personal Characteristics and Background
Finally, we would lik&tdask dome questions atiouiyourpersonal characteristics, family background, 
education, and work history,
FI How did are you?
_ years
F2 What is your ethnicity? (Choose only one.)
1 ;___  Asian/Pacific Islander B specify________
2 ___ Latino/Hispanic B specify_____________ _
3 ___African-American/BIack B specify________ \
' :4 i__ White B specify
5 Native American B specify ......
6 . Other B specify_____  *
FT, What is your gender?
1 ___ Male
2 Female
F4 What is your mother=s highest leyel of education?
1 _ _ Junior high school or less
2 Some high school
3 ___ High school graduate
4 ___ Some college
5 College graduate
6 ___Graduate school
F5 What is your father=s highest level of education?
1 ___Junior high school or less
2 ___ Some high school
3 ___ High school graduate-
4 ___ Some college
5 ___ College graduate
6 ___ Graduate school
F6 In whatcountrywereyoubom? ' ' ...........  ■, v X .. ■ _
F7 ' In What country was your mother born? . / ,....... -
F8 In what country was your father, bom? _____ : , ' .
F9 Whatis/wasyourfirst language? - ... -.. \
F10 List any languages other than English that you can speak fluently in a professional setting.___
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Fll What is your current marital status?
1 ___ Never married
2 __ Married
3 ___ Separated
4 __ _ Divorced
5 ___ Widowed
6 ___ Living with a partner
F12 How many dependent.children live with you oh at least.a part-time basis?
_____children
F13 How many total people (e.g., dependent children, elderly parents, disabled family
members) depend on you for regular care or for some form of economic support? 
_____ people
F14 Approximately how many hours per week do you, devote to all family care-giving 
responsibilities?
_____ hours
F15 What is your total household income from all sources before taxes?
S.___________per month or
S___________ per year
While you were growing up, to what extent were you 
exposed to:
Not - A 
at all little;
Some A fair A lot 
amount
F16 Community-wide social problems such as poverty, 
crime and substance abuse?
1 2 3 4 5
F17 Acculturation' difficulties and/or; racial or religious 
discrimination?
1 2 3 4 5
F18 The death, or serious physical or mental illness of a 
close family member?
1 2 3 4 5
F19 Alcohol ism or drug abuse among; close family 
members?
•1 - 2 3- 4 5
F20 Violence within your family? 1 2 3 4 5
F21 Poverty within your family? 1 2 3 4 5'
F22 Marital discord within your family? I 2 3 4 5
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During yoarlife,to what extent have you personally 
experienced:
Not A Some A,fair A lot 
stall little amount
F23 A serious or life-threatening illness? 1 2 3 4 5 ‘
F24 Serious, emotional difficulties or mental illness? 1 2 3 4 ■ 5,
F25 Abuse or neglect? 1 2 3 4 5
F26 Problems with drugs or alcohol? 1 2 3, 4 A, •
Work and Volunteer Experience,
Please iiidieate the length bftime spent workihg iiithe following job settings, Alsb check the type of 
work: full-time; part-time, or volunteer. .
Type of Job # of Years
(Choose Only One)
1 Full-time 2 Part-time 3 Volunteer
F27/28 Public Child Welfare
F29/30 Private/rion-profit Child Welfare
F31/32 Other Social Work
F33Z34 Other Non-Social Work
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Education
For each academic degree or license which you have achieved, please enter the year awarded if 
applicable, please enter the field or disciplinfeahd the type of Titte IV-E support receiyed.
Degree Year
Awarded
MajoriField
F35/37 AA
F38/40 BSW ?3   Intarr-Uhiyersity
Consortium (IUC)
4 NoSupport;
F41/43 Other Bachelor=s
F44/46 MSW CalSWEC part-time 
CalSWEC full-time 
Inter-University 
Consortium (IUC) 
NoSupport
F47/49 Other Master=s
F50/52 Ph.D.
F53/54 MFT License-
F55/56 LCSW License
F57 Are 
1
2
you in school now?.
' Yes
No
F58 . If you are in school now, what degree will you get?
F59 If you are: in school now, in what fiield will you get a degree?
F60 If you are in school now, when wilI yougefea degree? / (Month/year)
F61 If you are in school now, are you rciedivingguppofr fiord Title IV-E?
1 Yes
2 No
F62 If you are in school now, are you r<xei ving support from your county?
1
2
Yes , 
No
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interviews, Next Yegr
A year or so from now, we will be contacting some survey respondents to conduct interviews and/or 
focus groups. During these interviews wc will go into more detail about why child welfare workers 
make tlie .decision to leave the job, or to remain, and Miafe wduld make a difference for them.
If you would be interested in participoting/in these interviews or focus groups, please indicate by 
providing us withyour name, and a non-workaddressor phone number where we will be able to reach 
you if you leave this job.
Name: __ ___________________________ ____________  -
Permanent home address: ______ ■ _______
Permanent phone: ■ ' ./ ...................... ............... ,
e-inail address: ............................... ...............................
This, sheet will be separated from the rest of the survey and stored in a separate location. ThereTs no 
Survey ID# on this sheet, and thislriformation,.as well as whatever information you give us during the 
interviews will hot be linked with the survey information^
Thank you again for your time.
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